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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION AND EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The 1875-~76 Hartford Project Concern Program marks the end
of a decade in which Hartford and suburban communities have par-
ticipated in a voluntary busing program aimed at enriching the
educational oppertunities of both urban and suburban youth,
During this ten year period, the participation of_suburban cocm-
munities has been expanded from five to fourteen towns. Also,
public school enrollment in this program has grown from about
300 pupils at grades X-5 to close to 1000 pupils at grades K-12.
The future-of Project Concern looks equally promising as evi~
denced by continued and expanded support of the program by the
Connecticut State Department of Education. 1In addition, Hartford
and the suburbaa cqmmunitieé have agreed to increase the public
school student enrollment in Project Concern by approximately
10% during the 1976-77 school year,

As the Project Concern program has expanded, so have the
inquiries regarding its effectiveness. More specifically, school
boards, educators, and citizens in participating communities
have been asking whether Project Concern is successful from an
educational standpoint. The difficulty in answering this ques -~
tion lies in defining the term "successful.” Some accept the
ability of students of differing races to interact effectively

as evidence of the success of Project Concern. Others seek
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measures of cognitive and affective test growth as evidence of
progrém success. In Yay 1976, the Capitol Region Education
Council réceived a grant from the Connecticut State Department
of Education to address such issues through the developnent and

implementation of a design for the evaluation of the 1975-76

Hartford Project Concern Program,

Development of the Evaluation Design

Upon receiving the grant for the evaluation of Project
Concern, the Capitol Region Education Council established a
steering committee. The role of this committee was to select
and work with an evaluation consultant on the development of a
design for the Evaluation of Project Concern consistent with
the needs of the participating communities. The membership of
this committee was as follows:

1. Representing the Capitol Region Education Council
John J. Allison, Jr,
Executive Director
Philip Saif
Director of Evaluation

2. Representing the Connecticut State Department of
Education

Yallace Roby
Title I Program Specialist

3. Representing the Hartford Public Schools

John Alschuler
Special Assistant
Hartford Board of Education

Robert Nearine
Administrator for Funding and Evaluation

William F. Paradis
Supervisor, Project Concern

12



4. Representing the Suburban School Districts
Robert Goldman
Superintendent .
South Windsor Public Schools
As work commenced on the dévelopment of the design for the
evaluation of Project Concern, it was evident that many aspects
of the program could be evaluated. Dueltﬁ budgetary and time
constrain£s, it was decided to focgs upon two crucial areas, the
cognitive and affective impact of Project -Concern on program
éarticipants. |
The steeriﬁé committeemmet with its evaluation consultant
on several occasions from Hay to September, 1975, to react to
alternative methods for evaluating the cognitive and affective
}mpact of froject Concern. The design options for evaluating
the cognitive effects of the program evolved smoothly. . A basic
decision was made to evaluate student cognitive growth using a
standardized commercially available reading test. The potential
of using various research deéigns and standardized tesfs‘in this
assessment of reading growth was gxplored systematically and
appropri- le alternétives were identified.
Efforts to develop a design for the evaluation of the affec~-
tive impact of Project Concern were less fruitful. Initially,
a decision was made t§ explore the possibility of assessing the
afféctive impact of the program in the areas of attitude toward
school, self-concept, and social relations. The major problem
arose when an attempt was made to identify techniqﬁes for meas-
~uring student behavior in these areas. Serious doubt was cast

upon the validity or accuracy of available tecﬁniques for the
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assessmgnt bf affective student behavior. The basic argument
presented was that each of the techniques previewed for the
assessment of affective student behavior were inherently cul~
turally biased énd would not provide quality information for
policy deciéion-making. At the recommendation of the steering
committee, a consultant with expertise in th- JAr
assessment of student affective behavior w- ic . o0 review
and modify the affective instruments under consideration with

. the intent of minimizing the validity and inherent culture ﬁias
problems identified. Dr. Dalton Jones of the Debartment of
Child Psycholoéy at the University of Massachusetts assuméd this
responsibility.

At ine conclusion of the’ summer, the potential alternatives
for evaluating the cognitive aﬁd‘éffective impact of Project
Concern were delineated by the evaluation consultant and steerp~
ing committee. Two meetings were held in September and October
1976, where these evaluation alternatives were presented to
superintendénts and board of eduéation chairpersons from com=-
munities participating in Project Concern. After considerable
discussion of the various alternatives, a decision Was made

regarding the cognltlve component of the evaluatlon as rollows.

The evaluation will seek to answer the follow1ng
major questiont

Vhat Woodcock Reading Mastery Test
growth have Project Concern students
in the suburbs exhibited?

with two subsections:

Does the Woodcock Reading !Mastery Test
growth of Project Concern students in

14



the suburbs differ from the growth of
those students who have remained in
Hartford?

Does the Woodcock Reading Mastefy Test
growth of Project Concern students in
the suburbs differ from the growth of
their suburban classroom peers?

(From CREC Memo of QOctober 24, 1975.)

Regarding the affective component of the evaluafion, a
decision was made not to use the affective assessment teaniqués
identified and:further developed during the design phase of the
evaluation, Superintendents and board of education chairpersons
reaffirmed the position of the steering committee that the in-
struments under consideration would nof provide adequate infor-'
mation for policy decision-making. It was fﬁrther decided
that the affective impact of Project Concern would be evaluated
through a survey of the attitudes of students, suburban teach-
ers, and suburban parents using modified versions of the ques-
~ tionnaires developed by Dr. Thomas W. Mahan in an earlier eval-
uation of Project Concern (Mahan, 1968). A task force was
appointed to work'with,the project evaluator on the modifica;
ticn of the Mahan instruments. Membership on this task force

was as follows:

1. Philip Saif ,
Capitol Region Education Council

2. Wallace Roby
Connecticut State Department of Education

3. Richard Lakin
Glastonbury Public Schools

b, John Alschuler
Robert Nearine
Peter Quinn
Hartford Public Schools

15




5. Charles Clock
West Hartford Public Schools

Research Design Considerations

In order to adequately address the questions posed by the
participating communities about the impact of Project Concern on
reading growth, it was necessary to focus on the following stu-

dent groups:

1. Project Concern Particip=s - those
Hartford students attenc nhlie
schools in the suburb +thrc cthe

Project Concern Progran

2. Suburban Classroom Peers - those sub-
urban students being instructed in the
same classrooms as the Project Concern
participants.

3. Hartford Students - those students being
instructed in Hartford who meet the
eligibility criteria for participation
in Project Concern.

., Given these three student groﬁps, reading growth was assessed
using a basic pretest-posttest research design. A random sample
of students from each group at grades 2, 4 and 5 was adminis-
tered the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test in the winter and again
during the spring of the 1975-76 school year. Then pretest-to
posttest reading growth was calculated and assessed in light:of
the questions being asked by Concern communities. The pela-
tionship between the research design utiliéed and the decision-
making information provided to answer the questions posed by

participating communities is summarized in Table 1.

Sampling Considerations

In order to be sure that the reading growth of Project

16



TABLE 1

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE RESﬁARCH DESIGH UTILIZED
TO EXAMINE THE IMPACT OF PROJECT CONCERN ON
READING ACHIEVEMENT AND THE QUESTIONS POSED BY
PARTICIPATING COMMUNITIES

_ -~ II. Woodcock Reading Mastery Test
I. Groups Studied Data Collected
Pretest Posttest Test
Results Results Growth
Proje .+ Concern "cl PC2 PC2—PC1=GPC
Suburban Peers SPl SP2 SP2—8P1=GSP
= £ c - = -
Hartford Students HSl H82 HSZ-HSI GHS

III. Questions Posed IV. Decision-Making
: Information Provided

What Woodcock Reading Mastery Test
- growth have Project Concern students
in the suburbs exhibited? GPC

Does the 'oodcock Reading Mastery
Test growth of Project Concerm

students in the suburbs difS=— from GPC
ti e growth of the students +t5 have GHS
remained in Hartford?

Does the Woodcock Reading Mastery
Test growth of Project Concern

students in the suburbs differ GPC
from the growth of their suburban GSP
classroom peers? 1 =3

17




Concern students was representative of the students partici-~
pating in the program a random sample of 80 students was se-
lected at grades 2, 4 and 6. These students were selected from
the total population of public school students participating in
the suburban Project Concern Program as of November 1,.1976. A
summary by community of the number of students in Project Concern
.aS,well as the number randomly selected for participation in
the evaluation is presented in Table 2.
In assessing suburban classroom peer growth, it was also
important for this growth to be repres atative of the reading
- growth of the Concern child's suyburban classroom peers. This
created some problems since in most situations only one or two
Project COncerﬁ children were in a class of approximately twenty
students. Although the best e:t ma== -~f peer zrowth could be
obtained by testing all eightes: pe=rs, this option was neither
'practica;ly nor financially fezz'ble. Upon considering various
alternatives, it was decided thks= === adequate estimate of sub-
urban peer growth would be obtaim=g bv sampling =t random four
classroom peers <rom each class rycm where a Project Concern
child comprisimz the evaluvatior -s=mp.r resided. A summary by
community of the total numbef'cf classrooms amd suburban peers
vcomprisinz the evaluation sample 1> grades 2, 4 and 6 is repat-0
sented in Table 3.
In the selection of the Harv==rd student evaluation samole,
every effort was made to select st=Herts similar to those
participating in the Projecf éoncern vrogram. The process

for selecting participants for Project Concern is as follows:

18
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l. A sample of students eligible for the pro-
gram at each grade level is selected ran-
domly by pulling every fifth student record
from the files at Hartford Title I schools.

2. This sample is then screened to eliminate
from consideration all students who have
a tested IG of 80 or less or who have been
recommended for or have been placed in a
special class such as IIC, EMR, etc. 1IFf
the IQ is questionable, and the student has
been referred for additional testing, the
youngster should also be excluded from con-
sideration. Finally, all youngsters are
excluded who have 40 or more days of ab-
sence during the last school year for which
= record 1Is zavailadble,

3. Next, a final pool of students -edigible for
participation im Project Concern is created
by asking th= pmrsnts of childr=n in the
screened sample i¥ they want tk=ir child to
participate in the program.

L. As openings in the Project Concsrn program
become availabl=, new participants are se-
lected at random Zrom the pool af eligible
students.

This same process was adhered to in the selection of the
Hartford student evaluation sample participatinz in this eval-~
uation of Project Concern. The Hartford studen— evaluation
sample is similar to the Project Concern evaluation éample to
th= extent that both groups were selected from similar eligible
attendance areas (i.e., Title I school districts) using the
same modified random selection criteria. ‘Although an attempt
was made to identify a Hartford student sample of 80 students
at grades 2, 4 zand 6, this was possible only at grades 2 and 6.
At grade 4 a smaller evaluation sample was identified due to
two problems. First, it was more difficult to contact the par-

ents of fourth grade students to f5nd out whether they would be

willing to allow their children to participate in Project Concern

21



12

if an opening was available. Secondly, parents of fourth grade
students tended to be more reluctant to allow their children to
participate in Project Concefn. ‘The number of students com-
prising Hartford evaluation sample is summarized by school and
grade level in Table 4,

It is important to note fhat for the me.ti part t.e Project

. 8u. "ba 4and Hartford students selected for partici-

pation in the evaluation of Project Concern according to the
procedureé described did participate. There wer=~ two basic con-
ditions under waich an identified studeht was excluded from <+he

evaluation -- 1) the student left the school district, or 2) the

lowing criteri= could not be administered the Woodcock:

1. Zhildren who have physical disabilities
=r impairments which would make the
Hoodcock results invalid (i.e., deaf-
ness, blindness, speech impediments),

2, Children who are emotionally disturbed
and would be psychologically darmaged
by a testing situation,

3. Children whose parents have definitely

specified that their child should not

be tested individually under any cir-

cumstances,
in situations where an identified student could not participate
in the evaluation, another child was selected to take that stu-
dent's place using appropriate sampling procedures. Due to the
favorable cocperation of school district personnel in the conm-

munities inveclved in Project Concern, less than 2% of the

original sample was excluded Ffrom particiwation irn the evalua~

~ion.
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TABLE 4

SUMMARY BY SCHOOL AND GRADE LEVEL

OF THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STUID" IMPRISING
THE HARTFORD EVALUA-. { LT
School Grade 2 Grade U4 Grade 6 Total
Arsenal 19 14 15 48
Jones : 42 23 3¢ 98
Vine 12 - 4 16
Waverly 6 16 25 47
Wish 3 3 10 16
Total 82 60 83 : 225

A problem which can create some difficulty in the eval-
uation of a program such as Project Concern is samplé attri-
.tion. Sample attrition is a situation where students who have
been pretested are no longer available for post-testing. Attri-
tion for the samples identified in this evaluation of Project
Concern is summarized by grade level and groups studied in
Table S. From an examination of Table 5, it is evident that
attritign was not a problem in this evaluation of Project Con-
cern. For the most part sample attrition did not exceed 10%.

To be sure that sample attrition did not have an effect
oh Pre-post test comparisons, the mean pretest scores of stu-
dents who dropped out of the evaluation sampiz were calculated
and compared to the mean pretest results for students who re-
mained in the evaluation sample. Generally, there was no ob-

servable difference between the bretest means for students who
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remained in the evaluation sample versus those who dropped out.
This indicates that sample attrition does not have significant
bearing on interpreting the reading growth of each sample ex~

amined in this evaluation of Project Concevyn.

Instrumentation

The basic instrument used to assess reading growth was the
"Toodcock Readiﬁg Mastery Test. The Woodcock Reading Mastery
Test is an individually administered evaiuation instrument which
yields scores in the following skill areas:

« Letter identification
Word identification
Word attack )
Yord comprehension

. Passage comprehension
« Total reading

DDA E WN
@ o

PR es

Thé Woodcock was adminiétered on a pre-test (Form A) and
post-test (Form B) basis to all students comprising the eval-
uation sample by Hartford Test Specialists. Although serious
efforts were made'to Pre~test all students during the same month,
this was not possible., The pre-test schedule generally emergédi

as follows:

1. Project Concern participants - December 1975
2. Suburban classroom peers - January 1976
3. Hartford students - February 1976

Several factors mediated against Pre~testing the suburban
classroom peers and the Hartford students at the same time as
the Project Céncern participants. In the suburbs, the major
problem which delayed thgw;re-testing of suburban peers was the
need to gain parental permission to test students in some com-

munities,

25




16

In Hartford, Pretesting was delayed due to difficulties
encountexed in contacting the parents of the prospective Hartford
evaluation sample to ask if they would be willing to allow their
child to participate in Froject Concern if the opportunity was
available. Vhen first attempting to contact Hartford parents
it was found ihat 84% of the parents did not have telephones.
When attempting to make personal contact with these parents,
case workers found that 32% of the parents had moved and 10%
were not home. Most of these parents were contacted even-
tually through the guidance and efforts of school~based social
workers.

All students participating in the Project Concern Evalua-~
tion were post~tested in May 1976. |

During pre- and post-testing, the Hartford Test Special~
ists recorded instances where students exhibited a level of
- distraction or anxiety which they thought cast doubt upon the
accuracy of the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test results obtained.
The occurrence of such testing problems was minimal across the
three groups studied and ranged from an average of 4.3% at
grade 2 to 3.2% at grade 6.

Student, suburban teacher, and suburban parent attitudes
toward Project Concern were assessed using i series of survey
instruments developed by the program evaluator in cooperation
with the task force appointed by superintendents and board of
education chairpersons from communities particigating in
Project Concern. Sample copies of these instruments are pre-

sented in the Appendix of this report. It is important to -
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note that these instruments were adapted in part from the
Mahan (1968) evaluation of Project Concern. Survey items
bearing close resemblance ‘in content to those used by Mahan
are marked with an asterisk (=),

At various times during the design of the attitudinal com-
ponent of the evaluation of Project Concern, consideration was
given to comparing the student, teacher, and parent responses
presented in the Mahan study of Project Concern to the results
gathered in this evaluation ten years later. A de=ision was
made not to conduct these comparisens due to the foliowing fac-
tors which could affect the validity of such comparisons:

l. The Mahan sample of students, teachers,
and administrators varied considerably
from the sample studied in this evalua-
tion of Project Concern.

2. The minor changes made in the wording
of the survey items adapted from the
Mahan study could significantly affect
the responses gathered in this evalua-
tion of Project Concern,

3. Changes in social and educational condi-
tions since the time of the Mahan study
could significantly affect the responses
gathered in this evaluation of Project .
Concern.

Students comprising the Project Concern, suburban class-
room peer, and Hartford student evaluation samples were admine-
istered their respective surveys on a structured interview
basis. Hartford Test Specialists asked students the various
questions contained in the survey instruments at the conclu-
sion of the post~test administration of the Woodcock Reading

Mastery Test in May 1976.

The suburban teacher survey was mailed during the last
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week of May 1976, to-the teachers of Project Concern children
participating in the evaluation. .Of the 165 suburban teacher
surveys mailed, about 119 (72%) were returned.

Parents.of vhildren at grades 2, 4 and 6 comprising the
suburban classroom peer evaluation sample were also mailed the
suburban parent survey during the last week of May 1976. Of
the 619 suburban parent surveys mailed, only about 182 (30%)
were returned in time to be included in the analysis of the
suburban parent responses. Approximately 3% of the suburban

Parent surveys were returned at a later date.

Treatment of the Evaluative Data

Pre-.anﬁ Post-test Woodcock Reading Mastery Test results
were collated for each student Participating in this evaluation
of Project Concern. The.pre- and post-test forms of a twenty-
five percent random sample of students were drawn and checked
féi accuracy of scoring as well as the accuracy with which
transformed test s:ores were reported. In one instance a sSys-
tematic source of scoring error was detected for a particular
test specialist; All tests administered by this person were
identified and corrected. The other major source.of error re-~
sultéd in the computation of the total reading score. Rather

than check the computation of each total reading score, it was

- decided to have this score recomputed by the computer system

for all cases prior to the analysis of the Woodcock Reéding
Mastery Test results.
The Woodcock Reading Mastery Test results as well as the

responses to the student, suburban teacher, and suburban parent
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surveys were transferred to keypunch coding sheets, This dafa
was then keypunched and verified to insure its accuracy prior
to computer analysis. The methods used to analyze this data
as well as the results obtained will be discusséd in the sub-
sequent chapters of tﬁis report,

It is important to note that Chapters II-V will focus on
the presentation of the cognitive and affective results of
this evaluation of the 1975-76 Hartford Project Concern Pro-
gram. As requested by communities participating in Project
to set future direction on the basis of the results Presented.
This responsibility résts with the communities cooperating in

Project Concern.

]
©




CHAPTER II

ASSESSMENT OF THE COGNITIVE IMPACT f PROJECT CONCERN
AS MEASURED BY THE WOODCOCK READING MASTERY TEST

This chapter addresses the impact of Project Concern on
the reading achievement of Program participants in light of
the questions formulated by participating communities in the

development of the evaluation design.

Reading Growth of_Eroject Concern Students'
The major question deliﬁeated in the design of the cogni-

tive component of this evaluation was as follows:

What Woodcock Reading Hastery Test growth

have Project Concern students in the suburbs

exhibited?
The pre- (December, 1975) to Post-test (May, 1976) growth of
Project Concern students participating in this evaluation at
grades 2, 4 and 6 is summarized in Table 6. In feviewing
Table 6 it is important to note that two types of scores are
Presented; mastery scores and grade equivalent scores; Mastery
scores report achievement and achievement gain in equal interval
units. One can compare qgantitatiéély the master score gain
of students across subtests or across grade levels. For ex-
ample, students at grade 4 exhibited the same level of gain
(5 mastery score units) on the word attack and passage compre~
hension suthSts; Also, students at grades 4 and 6 exhibited
the same level of gain (5 mastery score units) in passage com-~
prehension. Since mastery scores are equal interval units,

all stafistical analyses of the Woodcock results were conducted

20
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using mastery sccres.
In addition to mastery mcoress, =he Woodcock Reading Mas-

tery Test results are expresseZ .n .rade equivalent scores ir

ib

parentheses. These grade equ'v" le=r =z--mes are presented sorp.:
they are found by some to be DA dmzzmT e The problem with zgrazc=s
equivalent scores is that they noot rexpressed in equal in-
terval units. They cannot be used =w :-.antitatively compare

gains on a particular subtest or - - pek- comparisons of gain

across subtests. TFor example, cmn¢ 2z&incr nay that students z+

grades 2 znd 6 have exhibited th come: -2vel of gain (9 months)
on the word attack subtest, The 't .u&r.zczl equivalence obserwved
is an értifact of the grade equi+ ,,a=— ::=ore distribution and
not a function of progress in the =i’ . =vea being assessed.

Also, one cannot say that fourth . -z=: students exhibited the
same level of gain (6 months) on -me. word attack and word com-
prehension subtests. Grade equiwvs =r—~ scores can only be used
to make qualitative comparisons o “rat=st status versus post-
test status on a particular subtes: Zor a particular group.

One must be cautious to use grade scziwzlant scares only in

this context. Quantitative numerica” —~—mparisoms of gain must

be made using mastery scores.

Returning our focus to Table &, the statistical signifi-
cance of the pre- to post~test mastery score gain of Project
Concern participants at each grade le-=21 was evaluated using
correlated t-tests. From Table 6 It == evident that Concern
students at each grade level exhibited st=tistically signifi-

cant gains on each subtest of the “i1odcock Reading Mastery

o 32
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Test, with the exceptic: of le:ze~ identificaticn at grades

¥ and 6. Although littls gafn was exhibited in the area of
l&tter identification at graces 4 and 6, this should not create
a..arm since this subtest is ro% sensitive —o5 achievement at
higher grade levels,

The growth of Project Ccncern participants was also anal-
y=ed wusing analysis of vzriamce techniques to assess whether sys-
t=matic diffepenCes in growth existed by sex or by the number of
Tears in the program. WMo differences were detected between the
growth of male and female participants at grades 2, 4 or 6., An-
alyses of growth by number of years in the program detected sig-
nificant differénges in growth on only the letter identification
subtest at grades 2 and 4%, Students at grades 2 and % who had
participated in Project Concern for a shorter period of time
exhibited greater gains in letter identification than those who

h=d participated in the program for a longer period of time.

Reading Growth of Project Concern Students Compared to the

Srowth of Suburban Classroom Peers and the Hartford Evaluation

Samgle

Given the reading growth exhibited by Project Concern par-

ticipants, it is appropriate to move to the two subsections

of the major question posed by communities participating in
the program:

Does the "oodcock Reading Mastery Test
growth of Project Concern students in the
suburbs differ from thz growth of their
suburban classroom peers?

Does the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test
growth of Project Conc=rn students in the
suburbs differ from those students who
have remained in Hartford?
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To facilitate thes= ccmrarisons the pre- :w post Wysdcock
Re.ading Mastery Test result Zor students compz {ing thes: =ob-

urrsan classroom peer a= ' “zrtforé evaluatior s=r les & gr.zdes

2. 4 and 6 are summarizez i= Tablas 7 and 8 :1- pre- —v tost-
tesT mastery score gains ir Tablas 7 and & were evaluzts.

to be st=tis:i{calls =-gnifi-

iy

using correlated t-tests arn Fou-—
cant with the exception of —z2 Zacter identific=tion =ubtes—
at Th= upper grade levels. 3:s mentioned earlier, this lack of
statistical sigrificance is expected since the le—ter “dem—ifi-
carion subtest s not sensi—ive to achievement =t the upper
grade levels,

In assessing the results presented in Tables 7 and 8 or
'in comparing these results to the growth of Project Concern
participants in Table 6, twc cruci=z=l »zints must be kept in
miz”., First, for reasons d<scussed earlier, all growtkh com-
paz=sons should be made usinz mast=ry scores. Secondlr, one
muzt keep in mind tme differ=nt time lengths between pre~ and
post-testing for th=z various samples as follows:

1. Project Concern partizipants, December-Mzy.
2. Suburban classroom peers, Jaruary-Htay.

3. Hartford students, Felrruary-lzy.

To further facilitate the compzrison between the growth
of Project Concern participanws and (1) the growvth of suburban
peers and (2) the growth of Haprtford stufézris, —ze total
growth for each group for all gradss combin=d hms been sum-
marized in Table 9. 1In adﬁiriz:-to'pre;test, post—test, :and

gain results, an adjusted gat— scrre is reported. TFor esmzch

.. student participatingﬂin the =valuation a record was kepzt of
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the week during which the px==- and pPost-tests were administered,
To compensate for the varying time lengths between pre~ and
post-testing, an adjusted g=in score was calculated by dividing
Pre- and post-test gain by the number of weeks between pre-~ and
post-testing, Adjusted gain is an index of mastery score gain
per week. Since adjusted gzain is corrected for the -varying
time lengths between pre- and post~-testing and_is expressed in
mastery scére units, one can directly compare the magnitude of
the adjusted gains of Project Concern participants to the ad-
justed gains for the other groups being studied.

In comparing the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test adjusted
gains for, say, the Projext Conrern and suburban peer groups
in Table 9, the question arisz2s as to whether the adjusted
gains for the two groups are significantly similar or differ-
ent. This question can be a=swered using Hotelling's T2 tech~-
nique whichIASSesses th2 degree of similarity between vectors
of scores for two groups. Due to the unequal numbers of stu-~
dents across the various grouos and grade levels being studied,
it was decided to make the various groups equal by sampling
from the data collected in this evalﬁation. This way each
group and grade level would have an équal weighting in the
analyses being conducted.

For the comparison of the Project Concern and suburban
classroom peer adjusted gain, random samples of seventy (70)
students were dr£§; at each grade level, For the comparison

of the Project Concern and Hartford student adjusted gain,
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random samples of fifty~seven (57) students were drawn at each
grade level. Sample means and standard deviations were checked
to be sure that the various samples were representative of the
populations from which they were drawn.

Once representative samples of equal sizes were created,
Hotelling's T2 was used to assess the degree of similarity be~
tween the adjusted gain of Project Concern participanté and
the adjusted gain of (1) suburban classroom peers, and (2)
Hartford students. The results of these comparisons are sum-
marized in Table 10. From Table 10, it is evident that based
on adjusted gains there is a significant difference between
the growth of the Project Concern participants and suburban
classroom peers in favor of the suburban peeré. This favor-
able difference is due to the somewhat larger growth exhikited
by suburban classroom peers on the word comprehension subtest.
A significant difference also exists between the growth of
Project Concern participants and Hartford students.in favor
of the Hartford students. This difference is due to the sub-
stantially greater gain exhibited by Hartford students on the
word attack subtest.

One factor which could bias the results of these analyses
of student reading growth against the Concern participants is
the Yecemwber holiday vacation. When comparing the Concern
growth to suburban peer growth, the concept of adjusted gain
assumes that the three weeks between the Pre-testing of Con-~
cern and the pre-testing of suburban peers was spent on pro-

viding instruction to Concern students. This assumption is
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not correct since the December holiday vacation occupied a
sizeable portion of this time. Also, one cannot discount the
instructional wind-down and étart-up periods preceding and fol-
lowing such a vacation period. In conclusion, it could be
argued that little or no instruction took place during these
three weeks. Thus, this factor could be taken into_consider-
ation when comparing the growth of Concern participants to the
other groups studied. |
The pofential impact of the holiday yegation on the an-
alysis of Concern student growth was examined in two ways.
First, the Woodcock raw gain of Concern participants was com-
pared to éhe raw gain of suburban peers. Such an analysis
assumes no difference in pre-testing times between the Concern
students and suburban peers. From Table 10, it is evident
that there is no difference between the growth of Concern pare
ticipants and suburban peers when raw gain is used ae the cri-
terion measure of performance. Secondly, the adjusted gain of
Concern participants was modified to compensate for the holi-
day vacation by subtracting three weeks from the pre~ post-test
time period. This modified "Joodcock gain was then compared to
the adjusted gain of the Hartford student sample. As indi-
cated in Table 10, this modification did not affect the com=-
parison of the Concern versus Hartford. student growth. Hartford

students still exhibited significantly greater Woodcock growth

due to their performance on the word attack subtest.

. Limitations and Cautions in Reviewing the Results Presented

The comparison of the growth of Project Concern participants
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to (1) subufban classroom peers, and (2) Hartford students using
the adjusted gain concept is based on the assumption that test
score gain is progressively uniform throughout the school year.
Such comparisons can be biased depending on the extent to which
student growth is not unifornm throughout the school year. For
example, we assume Concern participants will exhibit greater
gain from December to Méy than Hartford students from February
to May due to the difference in the bre- post-test time inter-
vvals. A comparison between Concern and Hartford students using
adjusted gains would be biased to the extent that the average
weekly student gain for the December~February time period is
significantly different from the average weekly gain for the
February~May time period. Although test publishers are Presently
investigating the uniformity of gain issue, no empirical data

is available at present which provides insights into whether
adjusted gain comparisons between Concern participants and

(1) suburban classroom peers, and (2) Hartford students are

in fact biased.

The reader moré sophisticated in techniques of statisti-
cal analysis may question why the unequal interval between pre-
and post-testing was not controlled in the comparison of the
Woodcock Reading Maétery Test gain of the groups studied using
multivariate analysis of covariance. This technique was not
applied for two reasons. First, sufficient time was not avail-
able during the analysis phase of this evaluation to pursue
this direction. Secondly, in the application of multivariate

analysis of covariance to this problem serious questions could
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be raised concerning the outcomes due to the multimodal natﬁre
of the distribution of values for the pre- post-test time length
variable. Despite this difficulty, it would be informative to
épply the multivariate analysis of covariance technique to the
data collected inAthis evaluation if appropriate resources were
available in the future.

The unequal time intervél between pre- and post-testing
for the groups studied iﬁ this evaluation is further compounded
by the relativéiy short period of time between pre- and post-
testing. Rather than attempting to control such factors
statistically or make caées for the validity of the vesults
obtained over such a short time period, it would be advantageous
to extend the evaluation of Project Concern into the next school
year. The May 1976 post-fé;£ could be used as a pre-test and
compared to post-test results gathered in April.1977 for the
students comprising the evaluation sample in this study. A
comparison of results over this longer period of time based on
equivalent pre- post-test time intervals would yield more val-
id findings as to the impact of Project Concern on the Woodcock
Reading Mastery Test performances of program participants.

In conclusion, one must be cautious in interpreting the
results presented in Table 10. The only differences which
exist for the groups being compared are on those subtests of
the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test marked with an 'X'. One can-

not generalize beyond this information to conclusions about the

overall reading ability or cognitive growth of the‘groups being

compared.
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CHAPTER III

SUBURBAN TEACHER VIEWS OF THE
PROJECT CONCERN PROGRAM

This chapter fbcusés‘on repérting the suburban teachér
views of the Project Concern program based on their responses
to the Suburban Teacher Questionnaire presen?ed in the Appendix.
As mentioned in‘Chapter I, the Suburban Teacher.Questionnaire
was mailed during the 1ést week of May 1876 to the teachers of...
Project Concern students participating in the evaluation. OFf
th; 165 questionnaires mailed, about 119 (72%) were returned.
The reéults of the questionnaires returned are summarized in the

subsequent sections of this chapter.

Baclkground Information

Some background information regarding the staff responding
to the Suburban Teacher Questionnaire is Presented in Table 11.
The average4second and fourth gfade teacher participating in
Project Concern has a class size of about 24 students including
2 Project Concern participants. Typical second grade teachers
have tended to have Proﬁect Concern participants in their class-
rooms for 5-~6 years while fourth and sixth grade teachers have
had Concern students in their classrooms for 3-4 years. The
average sixth grade class is somewhat larger with 29 students,
two of whom being Project Concern participants. It is impor-
tant to note that the meén class sizes reported in Table 11 are

inflated by about 3-4 students since some teachers involved in

34
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TABLE 11

BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS FOR STAFF RESPONDING
TO THE SUBURBAN TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

Background - Grade 2 Grade U4 Grade 6
Characteristic N=38 N=37 N=i4
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Class Size 24.3 7.6 23,8 3.3 28.7 14.6
No. of P.C. Students 1.9 9 1.6 7 1.7 1.2

. in the Class

Percent of Response by Grades

No. of Years the
Teacher has had P.cC,
Children in the Class-

room
a) 1-2 years 23 : 26 33
b) 3-4 years 20 32 2y
¢) 5-6 years 23 21 29
d) 7-8 years | 20 8 5
e) 8+ years 10 13
f) No response | 3
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team or cluster arrangements reportec —h= size of the total

team or cluster with which they were working.

Suburban Teacher Ratings of Concern Pupil Progress

In responding to the teacher survey, suburban staff were
asked to rate the progress of each Project Concern student in
their classroom in the areas of reading, language arts, mathe-
maties, and social adjustment. These ratings were based on their
view of the child's own progress rather than in comparison to
other students in their classroom. fhese ratings are summarized
in Table 12. 1In Table 12, it is important to note that the per-
centéges for vérious groups ﬁeing rated do not add up to 100%.
This is due to the fact that some teachers responded that they
could not rate students' progress in some of the areas addressed.

Chi~-square analyses of the ratings in each area indicated
no significant differences across gfade levels in the distribu-
tion bf teacher ratings. Similar analyses of ratings by grade
level across the areas being addressed indicated no difference
in the distribution of teacher ratings across the academic areas
of reading, language arts, and mathematics. The distribution of
teacher ratings in the area of social adjustment differed sig-
nificantly from the distribution of teacher ratings in the
academic areas at grades 2 and 6. This difference is due to
the greater tendency of these teachers_to select the extreme
‘ratings of superior or poor for student progress in the area

of social adjustment.
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SUMMARY BY GRADE LEVEL OF SUBURBAN TEACHER _
RATINGS OF THE PROGRESS OF PROJECT CONCERN PARTICIPANTS

TABLE 12

37’

Student Progress Percent Response
- Rating Grade 2 Brade 4 Grade 6
- Reading
- Superior 13 17 11
- Average .72 63 65
~ Poor 8 16 9
Language Arts
- Superior 5 1y 10
- Average 77 59 53
- Poor 10 20 16
Mathematics
- Superior 12 11 10
- Average 67 63 67
- Poor 1z 19 1z
Social Adjustment
- Superior 33 30 35
- Average’ ug 50 52
- Poor 20 20 11
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Suburban Teacher Views of the Influence of Proaect Concern
Children on Suburban Children

Teacher responses to the survey items focusing on the'in-
fluence of Concern participants on suburban classroom pPeers are
summarized below._

Do you feel Project Concern chlldren have

an influence upon the suburban children in
your class?

Grade 2 Grade 4 Grade 6
No 37% _ 29% " 39%
Yes 63% 71% . 57%

Chi square analysis of these responses indicated no sig-
nificant differences in the pattern of teache» responses across
grade levels., Teachers mespomnding affirma—ively to The item
being discussed were askexd to explain how Tsmecern participants
influenced suburban clas=room peers. The comments of teachers
were predominantly positive or mixed at each of the grade levels
studied. On the positive side, one second grade teacher de-
scribed the influence of Project Concern students in the fol-
lowing manner: ' s

The two boys who have been in my classes have

been helpful. It has helped our children to

understand how to get aiong with other chil-

dren -~ that all children can teach each

other, to understand each other better, and

to get along harmoniously in +his world.

Project Concern children have had a def-

initely positive influence.
A- fourth grade teacher felt the positive imTluence of Project
Concern increased when there was more than one Concern child in

the classroom.

PrOJect Concern children bring a scope of ex-
periences widely divergent from the suburban
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children in my class . . . intellectually,
emotionally, and socially, .This is most
true when there are numbers of Project
Concern children together. Having only
one Project Concern child in a class, the
influence he/she generates tends to dimin-
ish, because that child tends to act and
perform as her peers act or perform.

Another teacher described the mixed effects of Project Concern
pupils as follows:

Some P.C. children have made many close
friends among local children. 3Some have
greatly impressed (suburban) pupils w3th
their academic .and/or athletic skilis.
‘Others have been sumevwhat negative 3n
their influence, sometimes resentful to-
ward classmate=z. Some have introduzed
language and behavior patterns that were
unacceptable.

One sixth grade teacher commented that this mixed influence is
characteristic of children in general regardlass of their back-

ground.
) Like white children, influence is sometimes
good and sometimes bad. From my experience,
it has been both. |

The overall view of teachers regarding the influence of Project
Concern participants on suburban classroom Deers is summarized
best bty the following response:

In seven years I have seen P.C. children ex-

hibit a very positive and beneficial attitude

which was a good influence on suburban stu-

dents, and I have se=m just the opposite. In

g2neral I would say -the influence has been
75% good to about 25% bad.

Suburban Teacher Views Regarding the Continuation of Project

Concern

Teacher responses to the survey item focusing on the con-

tinuation of Project Concern are summarized below:
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Do you favor the continuation of the
Project Concern Program?

Grade 2 Grade 4 Grade b6

Yes 67 66 70
¥No 3 5 11
Uncertain 30 29 17

From the results presented it is evidsent that the majority
cf teachers favor the continuation of Project Concern. 1In addi-
tion to stating their position on the continuation of Project
Concern, teachers were asked to explain why they adopted their
pafficﬁlar stance. There tenaed to bé considerable consistency
,among teacher responsés across the grade levels studied. As
‘indicated by the following statements teachers favoring the con-
tinuation of Project Concern did so on fhejbasis of the per-
ceived cultural, social, and academic efforts of the program.

I believe suburban - usually not minority -~
students need exposure to minority peers in
order to understand differences as well as
similarities. The social interaction is
most important and after-school, extra-
curricular opportunities are essential.
Busing should of course be completely vol-
untary.

1. I believe in equal education for all
and though there are <laws in this pPro-
gram. it is the best way to insure equal-
ity at the moment. :

2. Broadens perspectives of both (our stu-
dents) and Ccncern students,

It provides a place and opportunity for
inter-cultural learning that otherwise
might not happen.

By having young children associate with
children from various backgrounds and homes
I feel the prejudices formed or developed
because of preconceived ideas adults have
and impart to their children can be done
away with. This is true fer families from
the city and the suburbs.
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Both groups benefit for they ave both ex-
posed to another 'way of iZving.! I+ pxo-
vides an opportunity for developing

'color blindness.,'

The children definitely benefit, in that
they receive special help in all needed

academic areas, plus they are given more
individualized instruction and attention.

I feel it is a good learning experience for
both. the -Project Concern children and the
o - children from our community.

This year has been an exceptionally satis-~
fying year with 2 children who have profited
greatly from our educational system. This
is the first year in four that such satis-

faction has been evident.

Teachers wh§ were uncertain as to whether Project Concern
should continue had some reservation about the academic impact
of the pr§gram and .also foresaw the potential of some negative
social side effects. The following teacher statements are wrep-

-resentative of these points of view.

I do not believe that the students involved
in. a Project Concern program achieve amy
significant academic growth that could not
be achieved in schools of their respective
areas.

For some students it seems to be washing
well, for others it appears to be a fail-~
ure. They have not progressed well aca~
demically. I feel that some wish thewy were
back in Hartford.

(I am . . .) not sure if the value of having
.a minority child who is far below average
in academic areas as an example to white

' children of black people is a gocod one.

I think it is needed by society but I am
beginning to think it is hard on the stu-
dents involved -~ I am beginning to think
it may disorient them, they don't know
whe ther they fit here or there.
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It seems removing children from their neigh-
borhood environments, ‘placing (them) into
another setting and then removing them from
this and peturning them to their home en-
vironment could be confusing to the total
development of the children.

Allows a number of children increased oppor~
tunities and possibly greater attention than
their neighborhood school can provide - but
then too, it takes them out of the general
atmosphere of their community - which for a
few children may be hard -~ because they
almost live in 2 worlds.

Teachers not favoring the continuation of Projegt Concern
felt the program was not effective eithef academically, so-~
cially, or as a means of racial integration. The following
teacher quotes illustrate these points,

I am not certain if <this is .the best for
the children. They sse what they don't have
and possibly resent it We cannot change
the environment they have to go back to
every day after school. I believe everyone
deserves the best, but I'm wondering if they
would do just as well academically in thelir
neighborhood school..

s
i

I do feel the children gain academically,
but not much progress has been made socially.
A great amount of money is spent on a few.

I believe very stromgly in the pPrinciple be-~
hind Project Concern, However, the particu-
lar kids in this class do not seem to want
to integrate and have seemed to make an ef-
fort to antagonize many kids. I do not feel
I have been able to help them academically
or socizlly as much as I would have 1liked to
do because they did not want to be helped.

This is the only way at Present Hartford and
the suburban towns can achieve some degree
of integration in the schools., It is a poor
way. A better way would be to build moderate
and low cost housing in all suburban towns.
Before concluding this discussion, it is interesting to

look at the c¢crossbreak below comparing teacher perceptions on
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the program continuation oriented item with the prior item
focusing on the influence of Concern students on suburban class-
room peers,

Do you favor the

Continuation of

Project Concern?

Yes MNo Uncertain

Do you feel Project

Concern children have Yes ue% 3% 15%
an influence upon the .
suburban children in Ho 21% 3% 10%

your class?
It is particularly interesting to note the large percent (21%)
of teachers who felt Concerr students did not influence subur-

ban children, but would still want the program to continue.

Suburban Teacher Views of Areas Where.thF Project Concern Pro-
gram Can be Improved

Suburban teachers were asked the open-ended question of
how they felt the Project Concern Program could be improved.

- Suggestions for improvement tended to cluster into four areas:

il) transpo;tation, (2 pareht-teacher contact, (3) selection
of4Concern participants, and (%) guidance. Representative sug-
gestions from suburban teachers for improvements in each of
fhese areas are delineated below.

1, Transportation

There is a lack of reliable transportation
for after school events, parent conferences,
etc. This excludes the Project Concern
students from valuable activities.

I would like to see transportation given to -
those children who want to participate in
after school activities. By giving them .

" the opportunity to get invelved in activities
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3.

after school hours, I feel they will just
feel that much more a part of the school
community.

Bus transportation should be timed so

that Project Concern children are dismissed
at_the same time as the rest. of the class,
The eavrlier dismissal means that unneces~

.. 8apy 'attention’' is called to these chil~
dren, and they often miss important parts

of the curriculum,

Parent-Teacher Contact

Children's parents should be more involved,
They have not been ahle to come for confer-
ences and children have missed some evening
school events,

Release time for teachers to make home wvisits
to Hartford shou’d be provided.

Work on more effective parent/school communi~
‘cation techniques, Hartford parents do not

feel any commitment to our community and vice
versa. How about a parent exchange program?

Would like to have more contact with parents -

‘make it possible to see them at home or in a
group meeting in Hartford.

Selection of Concern Participants

I feel the screening and selection of those
students participating in the program should
be more rigid, so only those students who
can and will benefit, only those willing to
work, are given the opportunity to 4o so.

Screen students better so students with
learning disabilities and/or unusual behav-
ior or social problems aren't sent.

Children involved in the Project Concern
Program should be placed into suburban class-
rooms only when school begins in September

« . o (mentioned by two teachers).

I would not choose children totally by ran-
dom selection; rather I would try to choose
children with qualities that would help them
to benefit from and enjoy the system, rather
than 'fighting' it. :
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It is unfortunate that we had only one
Project Concern student this year. If
we're to take part in the program we should
have at least a few more participants. This
would eliminate the isolated feeling of
coming in alone and being the only parti-
cipant. :

4, Guidance

» « o« perhaPs more guidance from a black
'guidance' person . . . (mentioned by two
teachers).

+ « o better testing and closer academic
programming for the individual child.
(mentioned by two teachers)

Communication with Project Concern and the
schools seems to be a problem.

There should be closer contact with the
people of Project Concern. In géneral,
communication only oeccurs during a crisis,
Possibly a representative at each school

who sits in on faculty meetings, etc., and
gets real feedback about specific children
and will follow through with contacting par-
ents, etc. Teach teachers how we should
deal with prejudice and hostility toward
kids and teachers - both black and white.

A final item oa the Suburban Teacher Questionnaive asked
for any additional comments or general reactions which the
teacher had toward the Project Concern Program. Most comments
provided on this itam tended to be repetitive or supportive of
comments made by the teéchers earlier in the survey. For this

reason such comments will not be veported.

A Cautionary Note on the Use of the Results Pre..anted

In conclusion, it should be kept in mind that the results
of the Suburban Teacher Questionnaire presented describe the

attitudes and opinions of these teachers at the time of the
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survey based on responses to specific formulations of ques-
tions. Such responses are a result of the teachers' individual
understanding of the questions and their direct or vicarious ex-
Periences with the issues involved. From one questionnaire, one
cannot assume how the same teachers would react to the same

set of gquestion- at a later point in time. VNor can one assume
that they would react similarly to a questionnaire addreéSed to
~the same issues, but worded slightly differently. 1In short,
then, the results presented must be tempered with a considera-
tion of the point in time of the survey, the wording of the
questions uéed, and the knowledge and experience of the sub-

urban classroom teachers surveyed.
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CHAPTER IV

STUDENT VIEWS AS THEY RELATE TO
THZ PROJECT CONCERN PROGRAM

This chapter focuses on reporting the views of Project
Concern, suburban, and Hartford students as they relate to the
Project Concern Pfogram. As mentioned in Chapter I, Concern,
suburban, and Hartford students comprising the evaluation sam-
Ples at grades 2, 4 and 6 were administered the pupil surveys
presénted in the appendix on an interview basis by Hartford Test
Specialists in May 1576, The student responses to these surveys
are summarized in the subsequent sections of *his chapter.

It is important to note that in constructing the pupil sur-
vey forms, Concern stuc:nts, suburban classroom Peers, and
Hartfcrd students were asked some common questions regavrding
their attitude toward various dimensions of school 1ife. 1In
addition, each group was asked some unique quesfions in refer-
ence to.Project Concern. These unique questions will be sum-
marized first, followed by the items common to the three groups

surveyed,

Views of Project Concern Students

The student survey responses for those items unigue to
Project Concern students are summarized by grade 1evel in Table
13. 1In reviewiﬁg Table 13, it is important to note that the
percentages for the various grade levels do not add to one hun-

dred. There are various reasons for this. The major reasons
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were fhat some students could not respond to some questions
while others provided responses quite different from those de-
lineated on the interview form. For example, a student with
no brothers or sisters could not comment on whether it would
be good for his siblings to attend school in the suburbs. Also,
for the same item some students responded, "It's up to my par- -
ents.” Responses of this sort could not be coded on the in-
terview form, Chi-square statistics were calculated to assess
any differences in student responses across grade levels. In
situations where responses differed significantiy across grade
levels, plus and/or minus signs have been provided. A plus
(+) indicates that the percent of students choosing a particu-
lar Eggponse is higher than would be expected on the basis
of the item responses of students across grade levels. A
minus (-) indicates that the percent of students choosing a
particular response is lower than would be expected on the
basis of the item responses of students acrnss grade levels,.
By way of introduction, the results presented in Table 13
indicate that approximately 85% of the Concern participants
samp led ﬁad brothers or sisters in school. At grcde 2, the
siblings of Concern participants were quite evenly distribu-
ted between attendance at schools in the suburbs and Hartfordﬂ
At grade 4 there was a significantly higher percent of sib-
lings attending Hartford schools and at grade 6 attendance
of siblings concentrated more in the direction of suburban
schools. It is interesting to note the‘percent of students

where siblings attend both Hartford and suburban schools, **
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In terms of siblings' reactions to Concern participants
attendance of school in the suburbs, most participants per-
ceived their brothers or sisters as either liking the idea or
not caring. The percent of students Perceiving their siblings
as ﬁot caring increased with grade level, It is important to
note that the highest percent of students pPerceiving their sib-
lings as not liking the idea of their attending school in the
suburbs was at grade 4, the same grade level where there was the
highest concentration of siblings attending Hartford schools.

Most Cpncern participaﬁts perceived their friends in Hart-
ford as either liking or not caring about their attending sub-
urban schools. The percent of students who felt their friends
in Hartford did not 1like their attending school in the suburbs
increased with grade level, but not significantly.

Most Concern participants wanted to continue to attend
school in the subﬁrbs and felt their parents supported this
desire. As grade level increased, the percent of students

expressing this view also increased.

Suburban Peers Views of Concern Participants

The student survey résponses_for those items unique to
suburban peers are summarized by grade level in Table 1u4, From
Table 14, it is evident that about 90% of the suburban peers
knew that there were Hartford children in their class. The
majority of suburban peers felt they were friendly toward the
Hartford children and the Hartford children were friendly
toward them at least most of the time. This positive view of

the relationship between suburban peers and Concern participants
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held by suburban students increased slightly, but not signifi-
cantly, by grade level. Sixth grade suburban students perceived
their relationship with Concern participants to be slightly more

friendly than second grade suburban students.

Hartford Student Views of the Project Cencern Program

The student survey responses for the items unique to Hart-
ford students are summarized by grade level in Table 14, This
item focused on whether the Hartford Students would want to go
to school in one of the towns outside of Hartford, if this
option was available. From Table 14, it is evident that about
53% of the students felt they would 1ike to a:tend schools in
the suburbs while about 31% would not. The remaining students
were undecided. The percent of students wishing to attend
suburban schools was significantly higher for sixth graders.
These results are particularly interesting since the parents
of each of these students said they would allow their child to

participate in Project Concern if this option was available.

Views of Cogcern, Suburban, and Haertford Students Toward
School Life

The student survey responses for those items common to
Cuncern, suburban, énd Hartford students will be discussed in
this section. For the most part fhese items focus on students'
general perceptions of school life along various dimensions.
The first common item focused on how students liked going to
their school. From the responses to this item as summarized

in Table 15, it is evident that the majority of the students
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TABLE 15

SUMMARY OF STUDENT SURVEY RESPONSES TO THE FOLLOWING
ITEM FOR CONCERN, HARTFORD, AND SUBURBAM STUDENTS

Item: How do you like going to {name) school?

% Responses by Group € Grade

Responses Concern Hartford Suburban

2 Y 5 2 4 6 2 L 6
Always 45 125 R (Y] u6 41 36 37+ 23 16~
Most of the Time 26 23 35 28 31 37 39+ 54 58
Sometime 21 23 22 19 24 25 19 i8 21
Hardly Ever 6 3 1 6 2 0o - y y 3
Chi Square 3.21 2.05 ’ 25,91%
pf y y 4

% Response by Grade & Group

Response Grade 2 Grade 4 . Grade 6

Cc H S C H S C H S
Always 45 46 37 51+ ul 23~ 40+ 36 16~
Most of the Time 26 28 39 23- 31 S4+ 35 37 58
Sometime 21 19 19 23 24 18 22 25 21
Hardly Ever 6 6 L 3 2 b 1 0 3
Chi Square 5.69 29, 40%* 25,35%%
Df i Y mn

*A significant difference exists among the responses of students across
grade levels at the .05 level.

#*A significant difference exists among the responses of students across
groups at the .05 level,
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in the three groups surveyed at grades 2, 4 and 6 liked going

to their school at least "most of the time." Significant dif-
ferences in responses across grade levels were not detected

for Concern and Hartford students. But for suburban students,
second grsders liked going to their school more than sixth grade
students. Also, when comparing responses to this item by group
it is evident that Concern students at grades 4 and 6 perceived
their school experience in a significantly more positive light
than their suburban classroom peers or their Hartford counterp~
parts at the same grade levels.

Two other common items responded to by the three groups
studied focused on the difficulty and quality of the students'
classwork. The results of these two itehs are summarized in
Tables 16 and 17. It is important to observe in Table 16 that
the majority of Hartford students view themselves as working
harder than the other students in their class, while the major-~
ity of suburban students perceive themselves as working at
about the same level as other students in their class. An in-
teresting significant trend emerges in this area for Concern
pupilg. At grade 2 the majority of Concern pupils Perceive
themselves as working harder than others.in their class, but
this focus decreases by grade level tc the point that the major-~
ity of Concern participants at grade 6 see themselves as working
at about the same level as otner students in their class. Look-
ing at this trend from another perspective, grade 2 Concern
students viaw themselves as workirg harder than their suburban

peers, but by grade 6 both groups perceive themselves as working
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TABLE 16

SUMMARY OF STUDENT SURVEY RESPONSES TO THE FOLLOWING ITEM
FOR CONCERN, HARTFORD, AND SUBURBAN STUDENTS

Item: Compared to other students in your class, how hard do you work
at school?

% Response by Group & Grade

Response Concern Hartford Suburban
2 4 6 2 L 6 2 3 6
Much Harder S+ 11 &~ 22 26 31 9 y 5
A Little Harder 25 25 27 y2 31 24 27 32 23
About the Same 29 uy 60 20 3u y2 53 59 63
A Little Less 7 18 5 15 7 1 9 5 6
Chi Square 25,28% 6.10 9.14
Df y u 4

% Response by Grade & Group

Response Grade 2 Grade 4 Grade 6

C H S C H S C H S
Much Harder 33+ 22 9- 11 26+ L~ o 31+ 5~
A Little Harder 25 y2 27 25 31 32 27 24 23
About the Same 29 20 53+ Ly 3y 58 60 42~ 83
A Little Less 7 15 g 18 7 5 5 1 6
Chi 'Square 36, 96%% 30.38%% u5,15%%
DE L y L

*A significant difference exists among the responses of students across
grade levels at the .C5 level.

**A significant diffevence exists among the responses of students across
groups at the ,05 level,
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TABLE 17

SUMMARY OF STUDENT SURVEY RESPONSES TO THE FOLLOWING ITEM
FOR CONCERN, HARTFORD, AND SUBURBAN STUDENTS

Item: Compared to other students in your class, how good is your

schoolwork?

Response

Much Better

A Little Better
About Same

Not Quite

Chi Square
Df

Response

Much Better

A Little Better
About Same

Not Quite

Chi Square
Df

% Response by Group & Grade

Concern
2 L 6 2
32+ 21 8- 338
27 25 27 38
33 a7 53 10
b 1y ] 11

15.55%

4

% Response

Grade 2
¢ H s o
32 3%+ 17- 21
27 38 28 25
33 10~ L3+ 37
boo11 g 14

28.40%%

L

Hartford
L 6
28 L3
24 30
38+ 22
7 L
10,83%
L

by Grade & Group

Grade 4
H S
29+ 10~
24 28
38 C5
7 6
16, 45%%
I

Suburban
2 L 6
17+ 10 I~
28 28 31
L3 55 53
g 6 g
17.74%
u
Grade 6
C H S
8 43+ ha
27 30 31
53 22—~ 53
g L g
82.15%=%
I
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*h significant difference exists among the responses of students across
grade levels at the .05 lavel,

**A significant difference exists among the responses of students across
groups at the .05 level,
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at the same 1level.

Turning to students' perceptions of the quality of their
¢classwork, the results presented in Table 17 indicate that the
majority of Hartford students perceived their classwork as
better than the work of their classroom beers, éoncern and
suburban students exhibited an interesting significant trend
in that the dominant response for second grade students was
that their work was better than the work of their classroom
Peers. But by the sixth grade this focus decrgased to the
point that the majority of sixth grade Concern and suburban
students viewed their work as being of the same quality as
their classroom peers.

Another area assessed by two common items on the pupil
survey was students' perceptions of the amount of cooperation
which took place in the classroom. One item focused on stu-
dents' view of the degree of cooperation, while the other item
focused on the individual student's involvement in the proceés.
Responses to these items are summarized in Tables 18 and 19.
From Tables 18 and 19, it is evident that the majority of
students in the three groups assessed at grades 2, 4 and 6
perceived children in their class as helping each other with
their classwork at least some of the time, Also, most students
felt their classmates help them with their schcolwork at least
some of the time. An interesting significant finding at
grades 4 and 6 was that Concern pupils perceived themselves
as receiving more help from their classmates than suburban or

Hartford students.
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TABLE 18

SUMMARY OF STUDENT SURVEY RESPONSES TO THE FOLLOWING ITEM
FOR CONCERN, HARTFORD, AND SUBURBAN STUDENTS

Item: How often do the children in your class help each other with their

classwork?
% Response by Group & Grade
Response Concern Hartford Suburban
2 L 6 2 L 6 2 L 6
Most of the Time L5 4] L5 34 38 L5 34 - 37 26~
Sometime 39 42 38 38 34 33 37 43 45
Hardly Ever 10 10 13 4 17 16 22 17- 25
Never 3 3 1 13 9 6 5 1 2
Chi Squar: R 1 1,94 10,37%*
Df y y y
% Response by Grade § Groﬁp
Response Grade 2 Grade 4 ‘ Grade 6
Cc H S Cc H ) Cc H S
Most of the Time L5 34 34 41 38 37 45 45 26~
Sometime 39 38 37 L2 34 43 38 33 ' y5
Hardly Ever 10 1 22 10 17 17 13 16 25
Never 3 13 5 3 9 1 1 68 2
Chi Square . 7.28 3.91 16,3y
Df mn mn n

*A significant difference exists among the responses of students across
grade levels at the .05 level,

*%A significant difference exists among the responses of students across
groups at the ,05 level,
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TABLE 19

SUMMARY OF STUDENT SURVEY RESPONSES TO THE FOLLOWING ITEM
FOR CONCERN, HARTFORD, AND SUBURBAN STUDENTS

Item: How often do the children in your class help you with your class-

work?
% Response by Group & Grade
Response - Concern Hartford - Suburban
2 4 6 2 4 —6 2 4 6
Most of the Time 29 31 35 25 12 18 19 14 16
Sometime 29 34 36 35 47 uy2 43 53 uy
Hardly Ever ' 36 30 24 8 10 25 24 27 33
Never 3 4 4 30 29 13 12 L 4
Chi Square 2,17 4,24 6.23
Df ‘ 4 mn m
% Risponse by Grade & Group
Response Grade 2 Grade 4 Grade 6
c H S Cc H S C H S
Most of the Time 29 25 19 31+ 12 iy 35+ 18 16
Sometime 29 35 43 34— 47 53 36 42 by
Hardly Ever 36 8 24 3 10 27 - 24 25 33
Never 3 30 12 b 29 4 b 13 4
Chi Square 5.39 15,13%% 12, 3%
Df ‘ y y ‘ y

*A significant difference exists among the responses of students asross
grade levels at the .05 level.

#%A significant difference .exists among the respcnses of students across
groups at the .05 level,
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On assessing how friendly student relationships were in the
classroom. The responses to these items are Summarized in
Tables 20 ang 21, The majority of students Surveyed felt chil-
drgn in tﬁéir class were friendly to them as well as to each
other most of the time. Scme interesting significant trends
emerged for these items across the groups sfudied. For ex-
ample, at grades 2, 4 and s Hartford~students Perceived the pe-
lationships among students in theip classroom to be legs
friendly than Concern or suburban students, Alsb, Concern stuy-

dents at grades 2, 4 and 6 Perceived theirp classmates as being

In reviewing the results in this chapter it is important to
be careful ip interpreting the term "Hartford Students." These
are the students comprising the Hartford evaluation sample

drawn~ for this Study only, They are students similar to those

ity ecriteria forp potential Participation in Project Concern (see

PP. 8-12), ©No generalization can be made from the Hartford stu-

dent résponses provided in this-chapter to the views of the gen-

eral poﬁulation of students attending the Hartford Pubiic Schools.

Also, it is important to note the Precautions regarding the
use of survey results stated at the conclusion of Chapter III.
In summary, the student Survey results must be tempered with

a consideration of the point in time of the survey, the wording
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TABLE 20

SUMMARY OF STUDENT SURVEY RESPONSES TO THE FOLLOWING ITEM
FOR CONCERN, HARTFORD, AND SUBURBAN STUDENTS

Item: How often are the children in your class friendly to each other?

% Response by Group & Grade

Response . Concerﬁ oo Hartford Suburban

2 4 6 2 4 6 2 u 6
Always _ 32 20 .29 29 18 17 20+ 12 14
Most of the Time 38 51 u9 23 36 uo 51 58 .85
Sometime 12 18 14 35 34 35 23 25 16~
Hardly Ever 12 10 6 11 12 7 5 y 3
Chi Square 5.78 8.89 . 12,99%
Df - 6 6 6

% Response by Grade & Group

Response Grade 2 Grade 4 Grade 6

C H s C H s C H S
Always 32 29 20 20 16 i2 29+ - 17 1y
Most of the Time 38 23~ 51+ 51 36- 58 49 4o- 65+
Sometime 12- 35+ 23 18 3u+ 25 i3 35+ 16
Hardly Ever 12 11 5=~ 10 12+ 4 6 7 3
Chi Square 29.20%% 15, 85 29.ugéh
Df 6 6 | 6

*A significant difference exists among the responses of students across
grade levels at the .05 level.

#**A significant dlfference exists among the responSes of students across
groups at the ,05 level, :
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TABLE 21

SUMMARY OF STUDENT SURVEY RESPONSES TO THE FOLLOWING ITEM
FOR CONCERN, HARTFORD, AND SUBURBAN STUDENTS

Itenm:
Response

Always

Most of the Time
Sometime

Hardly Ever

Chi Square
Df

Response

Always

Most of the Time
Sometime

Hardly Ever

Chi Square
Df

How often are the children in youn class friendly to you?

% Response by Group & Grade

Concérn
2 4 6
43 38 50
25 32 36
25 2y 12
3 y 1
7.77
y

35
27
29

Hartford
y
36 3
33 3
22 1
7
7.36
y

6

7
2
6
n

| % Response by Grade & Group

Grade 2
C H s
L3 35 28
25~ 27- 51+
25 29+ 17
3 8 3

24 ,25%%

y

Grade 4
C H S
38+ 36+ 15~
32~ 33~ B2+
24 22 19
y 7 y

32,92%%

In

Suburban
2 y 6
28+ 15- 20
51 62 63
17 19 11~
3 L 2
18,69%
y
Grade 6
C H S
50+ 37 20~
36~ 42 65+
12 16 11
1 y 2
31. 0y
y

63

#A eignificant difference exists among the responses of students across
grade levels at the .05 level.

*%A significant difference exists among the responses of students across
groups at the ,05 level.
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of the questions used, éﬂE the knowledge and experiences of

the students sufveyed.
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CHAPTER V

SUBURBAN PARENT VIEWS OF THE

PROJECT CONCERN PROGRAM

This chapter cehters upon reporting the views of suburban
bParents as they relate to Proiect Concern. As mentioned in
Chapter I, parents of children at grades 2, 4 and 6 comprising
the suburban Peer evaluation sample were mailed the Parent
Questionnaire presented in the Appendix during the last week
of May 1976. Of the 619 Parent Questionnaires mailed, about
182 (30%) were returned in time to be analyzed. The suburban
parent views toward Project Concern presented in these returned
questionnaires are summarized in the subsequent sections of this
chapter. It is impoftant to note that 97% of the parents re-
turning a questionnaire knéw that their town was participating
in Project Concern, while 91% of the parents knew that there

were Concern students in their child's classroonm.

Suburban Parent Perceptions cf ¥roject Concern

Responses to the survey item focusing on suburban parents!
general perception of Project Concern are summarized below:

What do you think of Project Concern?

I have no opinion about the program 9%
like the program 30%
have mixed feelings about

~ the program 43%

I don't 1like the prdgram , 18%
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From the results presented it is evident that more parents
liked the program than disliked the program with the dominant
responsé falling in the mixed feelings category. Parents who
liked the Concern pProgram commented that.it created & situation
where inner-city and suburban students could exchange cultural
ideas, communicate, form'relationships,;and come to better un-
'derstand peoble of different backgrounds. One parent described
the situation as follows:

For our children it is a 1eafning experience

into ways children from the city live, their

values, life styles, peer relationships. I

hope for the city children, they benefit in

somewhat the same way - perhaps breakins down

the myths of differences between childrern.
Another reascvn suburban parents liked Project Cohcern was be-
cauée they felt it provided'Hartford children with better edu-
cational opportunities than could be had in the inner city.

.Comments of suburban parents who did no* like the Concern

program clustered in several areas. Some Parents disliked
Project Concern because it was perceived as harmful to suburban
students in two ways. First, the program meaht larger classes
and less teacher time for suburban -hildren. Secondiy, the dis-
cipline problems created by Concern participants as well as the
1anggage used and stories conveyed by these studenvs were per-
ceivearés potentially emotionally harmful to suburban students.
Also, some parents not liking the Project felt it created an
unnatural "synthetic environment" described by one parent as

follovus:

A synthetic environment is created which
benefits no cne! “The bused child is given
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a glimpse of suburbia after a long bus
ride and undoubtedly feels animosity.
Judging by my children's reactions and
that of their friends, if bet er educa-
tion is desired fer core city youth,
funnel the funds used in busing to im-
prove their school system.

Otﬁer parents commented that they did not like the Concern
program because it violated the neighbor school concept and
prevented the segregation of socio-economic classes.

Parents with mixed feelings about the Project Concern pro-
gram provided a wide range of comments which are sﬁmmarized as
follows: : | S

1. Busing meant the Project Concern child
Lad to live in two worlds with two sets
of friends. This.could be difficuit
for the child to manage.

2. The buses were a problem. They were not
on time nor did schedules provide the
flexibility for Hartford students to
participate in after-school activities.

3. Some Project Concern students created
discipline problems while gome others
formed cliques. Both situations were
viewed as Hartford students' expression
of dissatisfaction with their suburban
school experience,

4. Some parents were wary of the street
language used by Concern students as well
as the stories they conveysd of exper-
iences in Hartford.

5. Some.parents view2d busing as only a token
effort at providing «gual educational op~
portunity for Hartford students. Yhy not
upgrade city schools to give more inner-
city children a better education at home
and attack the integration or segregation
problems through other measures?

6. Some parents questioned whether it was
educationally sound to add more students e
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to suburban classrcoms during a time
when local school budgets were being
cut,

7. Some parents had mixed feelings regarding
the program due to the selection criteria
being used. Some felt the better Hart-
ford children were being sent to the sub-
urbs while others viewed ‘the program as a
vehicle for sending Hartford's problem
students to the suburbs.

8, Finally, some parents had mixed feelings
toward Project Concern depending on where
the real financial burden for the pro-
gram's operation rested. '

Suburban Parent Views of the Personal Relationships Between

Suburban and Project Concern Children

Three items on the parent survey focus on thé personal re-~
lationships between suburban students and Project Concern par-
ticipants. The parent responses to one of these items are
summarized below,

How often does your child mention the

sy Hartford Project Concern children at
vt his school?
Often 11%
Sometime %
Never 21%

From these results, it is evident that the majority of suburban
students made reference'to the Concern pupils at least sometime,
while & sizable portion (21%) make no reference to Hartford stu-~
dents during conversations with their parents. When asked about
‘;Fpe types of comménts their children made in reference to Concern
m;;rticipants, comments varied. Some parents (18%) made positive
comments citing the friendly relations their child had with the

Concern children. Other parents (26%) provided negative
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comments indicating their child did not get along with the
Concern children due to the discipline problems they created.
Many parents (56%) provided positive and negative or neutral
comments aﬁdbclarified their statements by indicating that such
comments wé;e notAunique to Hartford children since on occasion
their child made similar references to their relations with
their suburban- peers.
One parent described the situation this way:
Most often I don't realize the home comment
~is singling out a Project Concern child
because it is the same comment I might hear
about a (town) child,
Another item on the Parent duestionnaire focused on whether
parents perceived their child as having a close friendship with
the Concern children., The parvrent responses to this jtem are

summarized below.

Is your child close friends with any Hartford
~ Project Concern children?

Yes 24%
Mo | 59%

I don't know 17%
These results indicate that the majorit& of thé suburban parents
perceived their childrer as not having a close friendship with
Hartford Projecf Concern children, This perception is inter-
estirz Iin 1light of the fact thac almost 70% of the suburban
students commented that they were friendly towardrthe Hartford
students in their class at least most of the time (see Tab;e
14, p. 52).

The final item addressing the relationship between suburban
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peers and Concern participants asked parents whether any Hart-
ford Project Concern students visited their home. The parent
responses to this item are summarized below:

Have any of the Hartford Project Concern
students visited your home?

No 80%

M Yes 20%

The results Presented indicate that for the most part Concern
“students do not visit the homes of their suburban peers. In‘
situations where Concern students did visit suburban homes, the
reasons for the visit were the same as for §isits amonf sub-
,urbaﬂ students (i.e;, to play, listen to records, birthday
party, etc.) with one exception. In some instances Concern
students ﬁould "stay over" or visit with a suburban peer since
transportation was not readily available for tﬁe child to re-

turn to Hartford following an after school activity.

$uburban Parent Views Regarding thg_pontinuatigp of Project

Concern
‘The views of suburban parents regarding the cgéginuation'of
the Project Concern Program are summnarized beiow:
Hould you like to see the Hartford Project
Concern Program continue to operate in

your town?

I have no opinion

8%
Yes 45%
Mo 1%
I am unéertair “8%

The results presented indicdte that the domitant position of

suburban parents was that Project Concern should continue, It
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is interesting to compare the responses of parents to this
item to parents perceptions of the Project Concern Program (pp.
65-68). TFor the most part, the following trends emerged:

1. Parents who had no opinion about the pro-
gram had no opinion about its continuation.

2. Parents who 1liked the program favored its
continuation,

3. Parents who disliked the program advocated
its discontinuation.

4. MHost parents with mixed feelings about the
program were uncertain about its continua-
tion.

5. Some parents with mixed feelings -ere op-
timistic about the program's effects to
the extent that they favored the continu-
ation of Project Concern, while others
were pessimistic toward the effects of the
program to the extent that they fcvored
its discontinuation.

In analyzing suburban parent comments fégarding the con-
tinuation of Project Concern, it was clear that parents who
favored continuation cited the same reasons as those who 1liked
the program. The same trend held between those parents favor-
ing discontinuation and those not liking the program as well
as between those parents who were uncertain about the continu-
ation of Project Concern and those parents with mixed feelings
about the program. Due to these close similarities, a discus-~
sion of parent comments regarding the continuation of'Project
Concern would be redundant. The reader interested in the:
comments can refer to the earlier section of this chapter

focusing on "Suburban Parent Perception of Project Concern"

(pp. 65-68).
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Limitations of the Reported Perceptions of Suburban Parents

Toward Project Concern

In reviewing the reported perceptions of suburban parents.
toward Project Concern, it is important to note the precau-
tions regarding the use of survey results stated at the conclu-
sion of Chapter ITI, 1In summary, the parent survey results must
be tempered with a consideration of <the point in time of the
survey, the wording of the questions used, and the knowledge
and experience of the parents surveyed. Furthermore, the 30%
return rate for the Parent Questionnaire sheds some question
on the generalizability of the results obtained. Given this
return rate, one cannot be certain as to whether the resu;ts
Presented are representative of (1) the suburban parent pop-
ulation surveyed, or (2) that portion of thk2 suburban parent
population which due to some strong convictions wished to make

its position known.



CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY

A summary of the cognitive and affegtivé results of the
1875-76 Hartford Project Concern Program Evaluation is pre-
tanted in this chapter. The purpose of this summary is to
collate for the reader some of the major findings of this eval-
vation. It is important to note that perceptions »f the Project
Concern program should not be formed on the basis of this sum-
nacy alone. All findings must be interpreted in light of the
evaluation design utilized, a more complete discussion of the
results pvesénted, and the limitations placed on the findings
obtained. Such information is presented in Chapters I-V of

this report.

Cognitive Impact of Project Concer:y

- Project Concern students at grades 2, 4
and 6, exhibited significant reading
growth as measured by the Woodcock Read-
ing Mastery Test.

~ Suburban classroom peers at grades 2, 4
and 6, exhibited significant reading
growth as measured by the Woodcock Read-
ing Mastery Test.

~ Hartford students at grades 2, 4 and 6,
exhibited significant reading growth as
measured by the Woodcock Reading Mastery
Test.

-~ Project Concern student grecwth as meas-
ured by the Woodcock Reading HMastery
Test did not vary significantly by sex
or by the number of years the students
participated in the program.
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Suburban classroom peers exhibited greater
growth on the WYWoodcock Reading Mastery Test
than Project Concern students due to their
growth on the Word Comprehension Subtest.

~“tudents comprising the Hartford comparison
group exhibited greater growth on the Wood-
cock Reading Mastery Test than Project
Concern students due to their growth on

the Word Attack Subtest.

When adjusted for the December holiday
vacation there is no difference between
the Woodcock Reading Hastery Test growth

"of Project Concern students and suburban

classroom peers, : '

Suburban Teacher Views of the Project Concern Prog. am

For the most part, the majority of suburban
teachers at grades 2, 4 and 6 pPerceived
Concern participants as exhibiting average
progress in the areas of reading, language
arts, mathematics, and social adjustment.

Most suburban teachers felt Concern par-
ticipants did have an influence upon the
suburban studernts in their classrooms.
Yhile some felt this influence was posi-
tive, others viewed this influence as
having negative or mixed =2ffects.

Few suburban teachers felt that the Project
Concern Program should be discontinued.

Suburban teachers felt the Project Concern
Program should be improved in the apeas of
(1) transportation, (2) parent-teacher con~
tact. (3) participant selection, and (&)
student guidance.

Stﬁﬁent Views as they Relate to the Project Concern Program

The majority of Project Concern students

at grades 2, 4 and 6 did not feel that their
siblings or Hartford peers disliked the idea
that they were attending school in the suburbs.

Most Project Concern participants wanted to
continue in the program and felt this desire
was supported by their :arents.
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The majority of Project Concern students
felt it would be a good idea for their
siblings to attend school in the suburbs.

The majority of students in the suburbs
felt that Project Concern students were
friendly toward them and that they were
friendly toward the Concern students.

Hhen questioned as to whether they would
like to attend school in the suburbs, the
majority <f students comprising the Hart-
ford evaluation sample responded "yes" or
that they were uncertain. About one-third
of these students responded they would not
want to attend school outside of Hartford.

Although the majority of Project Concern,
suburban, and Hariford students perceived
their school experience in a positive light,
Concern students at grades 4 and 6 liked go-
ing to their suburban school more than their
suburban classroom peers or their Hartford
counterparts.

Most Hartford students comprising the eval-
uation sample perceived themselves as work-
ing harder than the other students in their
class while most suburban students percelved
themselves as worklng at about the same
level, The majiority o the Concern students
at grade 2 perceive themselves as working
harder than other students in theirp class,
but this view decreased with grade 1level
such that most grade 6 Concern students per-
ceived themselves as working at the same
level as others in their class.

The majority of Hartford students perceived
their work to be of a better quality than
others in their classroom. Although the
same view held for Concern and suburban stu~
dents at grade 2, by grade 6 most students
in both these groups perceived their work

to be of the same quality as their <lassroom

peers.,

Most Concern, suburban, and Hartford stu-
dents felt they helped other children with
thelir classwork and other children helped
them. Concern pupils at grades 4 and 6 per-
ceived themselves as receiving mora help
from their classmates than either suburban
or Hartford students.
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~ The majority of Concern, suburban, and
Hartford students felt the children in
their class were friendly to them as well
as to each othar. Concern students a2t
grades 2, 4 and 6 perceived their class-
mates as being more friendly than esther
susurban or Hartford students.

Suburban Parent Vie''s of Project Concern

- The dominant view of suburban parents was
that they had mixed feelings about the
Project Concern Program.

- The majority of the suburban parents re-
sponded that their children (1) sometime
mentioned the Concern students at their
school in home conversations, (2) were
not close friends with the Concern par-
ticipants, and (3) did not have the Con-
cern pupils visit with them at their home.

~ The dominant feeling of suburban parents

vas that the Project Concern Program
should continue.
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APPENDIX

OF
SURVEY INSTRUMENTS
USED IN TﬁE
EVALUATION OF PROJECT CONCERN®

“"%Please note that survey items marked with an asterisk (=)
are those adapted from the Mahan (1968) evaluation of
Project Concern.,

87




HARTFORD PROJECT CONCERN EVALUATION

Concern Pupil Interview Form

Name School

Teacher ‘ ] Grade___ Sex

1. How do you like going to (name) school? Do you like it

( ) Always

( ) Most of the time

( ) Some of the time, or
( ) Hardly ever

2. Jo you have any brothers or sisters?

( ) Yes Do they go to school? Whera?
( ) Ye=z ( ) Yartford
( ) No If a0, proceed to { ) Suburbs Where?
.qQuestion 4. ( } Don't know

( ) No If no, proceed to question 5.

* 3. How do your brothers or sisters feel about you going to (name)
school? Do you feel they '

( ) Like it
( ) Don't 1like it, or
( ) Don't care where you go to school

*4, Do you think it would be good for your brothers or sisters to
go to schcol in (suburb)?

( ) Yes Why ?
( ) No
( ) Don't know

5. How do your friends in Hartford feei about you going to school
in (sub* ")? Do you feel they

( ) Like it
( ) Don't 1like -it, or
( ) Don't care where you go to school
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Concern Pupil Interview Form

%A

*7.

8.

10.

11.

P X Wk

Do you want to continue going to school in (suburb) next year?

( ) Yes : Why ?
( ) No
( ) Don't know

Jow do ycur parents feel about you going to school in (suburb)?
Do you feel they

( ) Want you to continue going:to school in (suburb)
{ ) Wish you were going to school in Hartford, or
( ) Don't care where you go to school

Compared to other students in your clacs, how hard do you work
at school?

( ) Much harder than most students

( ) A little harder than most students
( ) About the same as most students

( ) & little less than most students

Compared to._other» gtudents in your class, how good is your
schoolwork?

{ ) Much better than most students
£ ) A little Detter than most students
) About the same as most students

(
{ ) Not quite as good as most students

How often do the children in your clase help each other with
their elasswork? .

( ) Most of the +ime

) Sometime
} Hardly ever
) Never

How often are the children in your clase friendly to each other?
Always
Most of the time

Sometime
Bardly ever

P W B WS
ot N ot N
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Concern Pupil Interview Form A-3

12. How o' -en do the children in your class help you with your
clasé ork?

( ) Most of the time
( ) Sometime

( ) Hardly ever

( ) Never

13. How often are the children in your elase friendly to you?

Always

Most of the time
Sometime

Hardly ever

TN SN N N
N o N Sd

14. What do you like best about going to {(name) school?

15. VFhat do you like least about going to (name) school?

O
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HARTFORD PROJECT CONCERN EVALUATION

SyPurbzan Peer Interview Form

N'ame T N NI N g SQhOOI
Teachenr “Grade Sex

e e e P NP NI NP S N B
1. How do you like going to (12ame) school? Do you like it

PN S SN S

( ) Always

( ) Most of thg tine

( ) Some of thy tiwe, or
( ) Hardly evey

Compared to othgr students in your class, how hard do you work
at school?

( ) Much hard2y tpap mwOs* Students
( ) A little hyrded than most students

() About the gygnhz as most students

( ) A little lggy thap most students

Compared to othg» Spudents in your class, how good is your
schoolvork?

( ) Much bettey tpdp moOst students

( ) A little Degted than most students
() About the sghe 35 Most students

( ) Not quite g g%4d as uwost students

How often do thy ghildren in your class help each other with
their classworky

( ) Most of the timMe
} Sometinme

Hardly evex

Never

S’ e’ N

How often are tye childven in your class friendly to each other?

) Always

Yost of the tiMme
Sometime

Hardly eved

S’ e Ny

How often do thg ¢hildren in your class help you with youn
elasework?

( ) Most of the
( ) Sometime

( ) Hardiy evex
( ) Never

SifMe
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Suburban Peer Interview Form A-5

?. How often are the cnildren in your class friendly %o you?

( ) Always

( ) Most of ths time
( ) Sometine

( ) Hardly a»- -

8. Are there ckildren from Hartford in your claegs?

Yes - .
No ~+  If no or don't know, proceed to item 11.
Don't know

~ N~
ot N

2. How often are you Friendly with the Hartford children in your
clasg?

( ) Always

( ) Most of the time
( ) sometime

( ) Hardly ever

10. How often are the Hartford children in your class friendly to
you?

( ) Always

( ) Most of the cime
( ) Sometime

( ) Hardly ever

11. VWhat do you like best about going to (name) school?

12« What do you like least about going tc (name) schcol?
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HARTFORD PROJECT CONCERW EVALUATION

Hartford Student Intervigq Form

Name School

Teacher ) Grade Sev

1. How do you like going to (name) sehool? Do you Llike <t

Always

Most of the <ime
Some of the time, or
Hardly ever

PN TN
N N N Nt

2. Compared to other students in your class, how hard do you . -k
at school? .

() Much harder than most studants

() A little harder than most s+tudents
() About the same as most students
() A little less than most students

3. Compared to othe:r students in your class, how good is your
sehoolwork?

( ) Much better than most students
() A little better than most .tudents
( ) About the same as most students
() Not quite as good as most students

4. How often do the children in your clases help each other with
their classwork?

(
(
(
(

Most of the time
Sumetime

Bardly ever
Never

N Nl N N

5. How often are the children in your class friendly +to each other?

Always

Most of the time
Sometime

Hardly ever

U W W P
N Nl N N

6. How often do the children in your class help you with your
elas ork? -

( ) Most of the time
( ) Sometime

( ) Hardly ever

( ) Vever
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Hartford Student Interview Farn

7. How often are the children inm your class friendly o you?

Always

Most of the +ime
Sometime

Hardly ever

e N N Wan
S ¥ Nt N

8. If you had the chance, would you want t» go to school in one of
the towns outside of Hartford?

( ) Yes Yhy?
( ) Yo
( ) Don't know

7

9. What do you like best about going to (name) school?

10. Nhat do you like least about going to (name) school?
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\ Capitol Region Education Council

600 Cottage Grove Road, Blag 2
Bloomtield, Connectirut 06007 : . Area Code 203 243.8%23

May 27, 1976

To: Teachers in Suburban Hartford School Districts

From: Edward F. Iwanicki
Project Concern Program Evaluation Consultant

Re: Project Concern Evaluation
Suburban Teacher Questionnaire

During this school year, the Capitol Region Ed.cation
Council is conducting an evaluation of the Hartford Project
Concern Program. This evaluation is being conducted in cooper-
ation with the Connecticut State Department of Education and the
Superintendents of suburban school districts participating in
Project Concern. Such an evaluation effort would not be com-
plete without input from teachers closely involved in this
program. As a teacher with Project Concern students in your
classroom, you are being asked to complete the brief ques-
tionnaire attached.

In completing this guestionnaire, some items can be answer-
ed by simply checking (/) the approrriate reasponse, while other
items ask for your comments. Please be as frank and honest as
possible. The view:c of teachers are quite valuable in evaluat-
ing Project Concern. The feedback obtained from teachers will
be summarized for all suburban communities and presented in the
final evaluation report., At no time will individual responses
be identified by teacher or community name. Please complete this
qQuesticnnaire and mail it in the envelope provided to the Capitol
Region Education Council by June 10, 1976.

Thank you sincerely for your cooperation. If for any reason
additional questionnaires are needed, your principal has been
provided with s: ne extra copies. A report on the evaluation of
the 1975-76 Hartford Project Concern Program containing a summary

. of teacher views will be available in September, 1976.

%

3
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HARTFORD PRCJECT CONCERN EVALUATION

Suburban Teacher Questicnnaire

Teacher Mame Town

School . n27 teaching

*l.

Crade(s) you are

At present, how many Har-~ord Project Ccncern students do

you have in your class?
e e o Y

"hat is the total number of students in your class, includ-
ing Project Concern students?

For how many years have you had Hartford Project Concern
students in your classrooa?

( ) 1-2 years () 5-6 years
( ) 3-4 years () 7-8 years
( ) more than 3 years

Do you feel Project Concern ch? .drzn have an influence upcn
the suburban children in your cincs?

() Wo
( ) Yes If yes, explain how.
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Hartford Project Concern Evaluation
Suburban Teacher Questionnaire

5. In the grid below, please rate the progress of each Pfoiect
. Concern student in yo¢ur classroom in the areas specified.
This rating should be based on your view of the child's own
Progress rather than in comparison to other students in your
classroom. Please note that
*Y8' - indicates Superior progress
'A' - indicates Average progress
'P' - indicates Poor progress
For example, if student #1 exhibits average progress in read-
ing, a check (V) would be piaced in column A under the read-
ing heading. Progress of this student in other areas would
be recorded by checking the appropriate column beneath each
of the other areas of language arts, math, and seocial adjust-
ment. :
Project Concern ‘ HReading Languagef| Math Social
Students' Name Arts Adjustment
S |{A |P S |A}P S1A P 1]|S A P
1.
2.
3.
4,
5.
6.
7.
8.
g-
10.

917
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Havrtford Project
Suburban Teacher

In the space
comments you
the progress
Use the back

Concern Fvaluation
Questionnaire

below, please provide any specific or general
would like to make regarding your ratings of
of Project Concern students in your class.
of this page if additional space is needed.
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Hartford Prcject Concern Evaluation
Suburban Teacher Questionnaire

®. DNo you favor the continuvation of the Froject Concern Pro-

gram?
( ) Yes ' -
( ) No

{ ) Uncertain ;

Please explain the reason for your response below:

7. How do you feel the Project Concern Program could be improved?

8. Please provide any additional comments or general reaction

you may have toward the Project Concern Program.



N ‘\ A-13
o 5 Capitol Region Education Coundil

800 Cottage Grove Road, Bidg 2 :
Bloomtield, Connecticut 06002 ~ Area Code 203 243-8923

Yay 27, 1376

To: Parents in Suburban Hartford School Districts

From: Edward F. Iwanicki
Project Concern Program Evaluation Consultant

Re: Project Concern Evaluation
Parent Questionnaire

During this school year, the Capitol Region Education
Council is conducting an evaluation of the Hartford Project
Concern Program in cocperation with the Connecticut State
Department of Education and superintendents in pParticipating
suburban school districts. Project Concern is a pProgram
where children from Hartford attend schoel in your community.
An important piece of information in this evalvation is how
parents view the Hartford Project Concern Program. For this
reason, you are being asked to complete the brief question-
naire attached.

In completing this questionnaire, Please be as frank
and honest as possible, You do not have to put your name on
this questionnaire. The information obtained from parents
will be summarized for the suburban communities participating
in Project Concern in total and presented in the final svalu-
ation report. At no time will the views of parents be iden-
tified for a specific school or community. Please complete
this questionnaire and mail it in the stamped self-addressed
envelope provided to the Capitol Region Education Council by
June 17, 1976. :

Thank you sincerely for your time and cooperation, A re-
port on the evaluation of the 1975-76 Hartford Project Concern
Program containing a summary of parent views will be available
in September, 1976.

ckm
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PROJECT CONCERN EVALUATION

Parent Questionnaire

In what town What school does your
do you live? . child attend?

Directions: For each of the questions below, please check (V) the
one response which best represents your knowledge and opinions
about Project Concern. For those questions where you are asked

to explain why you chose a particular response, please provide

as much information as possible, Parent comments in these areas
will be very helpful in making decisions abcut Project Concern,

1. Before receiving this Questionnaire, did you know that your
town has been participating in Project Concern?

( ) Yes
( ) ¥No

*2, What do you think of Project Concern?

) I have no opinion about the program

) I like the program

) I have mixed feelings about the Program
) I don't like the program

. N
In the space below, please éxplain why you feel this way.

L W W W Y

3.. Does your child have any Hartford Project Concern students
in his/her class?

{ ) Yes
( ) No
( Y I don't know
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_Project Concern Evaluation
"Parent Questionnaire

2L,

*6.

How often does your child mention the Hartford Project Concern
children at his school?

( ) Often
- ( ) Sometime
( ) Never

If you child mentions the Project Concern children, what
types of comments does he/she make about them?

Have any of the Hartford Project Concern students visited
your home?

( ) No
( ) Yes

If they have visited, please comment on the Purpose(s) of
their visit(s) below.

Is your child close friends with any Hartford Project Concern
children?

( ) Yes
() No
( ) I don't know . 102
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Project Concern Evaluation
Parent Questionnaire

¥q,

Would you like to see the Hartford Project Concern Program
continue to operate in your town?

( ) I have no ooinion
( ) Yes
( ) Yo

{ ) I an uncertain

In the space below, please explain why you feel this way.

Thank you very much for completing this questionnaire. 1IFf
you have any other views about Project Concern, please feel
free to mention them below.
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